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REFORMING
Joint Doctrine
By R O B E R T A.  D O U G H T Y

This article is reprinted from Parameters, vol. 22,
no. 3 (Autumn 1992).

Professional Military Education
at both intermediate and senior
levels now places greater em-
phasis on joint and combined
warfare, especially since the es-
tablishment of the National De-
fense University and enactment
of the Goldwater-Nichols DOD
Reorganization Act. Yet it is
command authority and doc-
trine—not just education—that
enable the services to operate
together effectively. This is why
the appearance of Joint Warfare
of the U.S. Armed Forces was a
watershed. A Center for Joint
Excellence to promote doctrinal
development as well as a Joint
Advanced Warfare School to
further education would signifi-
cantly contribute to the cre-
ation of a joint culture. These
and other efforts should be ac-
companied by actively encour-
aging more military historians
to study and write about joint
operations. Nevertheless, while
jointness must permeate the
curricula of the intermediate
and senior service colleges, it
should not do so at the expense
of ignoring instruction on
individual service perspectives
which will remain fundamental
to understanding joint warfare.

Summary
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T
he publication of the new
manual on joint doctrine, Joint
Pub 1, Joint Warfare of the U.S.
Armed Forces,1 dated November
1991, signals the opening of a

new era in American military history.
Though other manuals have been published
in “test” form, this is the first fully approved
manual that deals with joint warfare from
such an authoritative position and is the first
in what is sure to be a long line of joint doc-
trinal documents. As the new era begins, the
issue is not whether joint doctrine is impor-
tant; the issue is determining what institu-
tions and procedures for formulating effec-
tive joint doctrine are required and when
they will be established. The purpose of this
article is to suggest steps to speed the formu-
lation of joint doctrine in the future and en-
sure its effectiveness.

In many ways the situation today is sim-
ilar to the situation at the end of the 19th

century when the U.S. Army began writing
official field manuals.2 Until the publishing
of official manuals began, the Army de-
pended on individuals to complete method-
ological treatises about different aspects of
military operations. For example, Brigadier
General Silas Casey’s Infantry Tactics 3 was
adopted in 1863 by the Union Army for use
by regulars, volunteers, and militia.4 It was
with the publication of the 1891 Infantry
Drill Regulations,5 however, that a more sys-
tematic approach to writing field manuals
and formulating doctrine began. Over the
next decade the Army’s interest in doctrine
increased, and in 1905 it followed most
other major armies in the Western world by
publishing its first Field Service Regulations.6

This ancestor of the current FM 100–5, Oper-
ations, signaled the Army’s newly found faith
in centrally formulated doctrine and played a
key role in what has been called “the Army’s
Renaissance” 7 before World War I. As the
decades of the 20th century passed, the
Army’s emphasis on doctrine and its institu-
tions charged with developing doctrine ex-
panded considerably, leading eventually to
the establishment of the Training and Doc-
trine Command in July 1973.

Though the past does not always provide
a blueprint for the future, the development of
joint doctrine will probably accelerate in the
years to come, much as the development of
Army doctrine increased in the 20th century.
The possibility of a great expansion in the
role and importance of joint doctrine may be
surprising to some, for during most of the last
half century the U.S. Armed Forces have
placed relatively little emphasis on joint doc-
trine. Instead, they have focused their efforts
on developing a system of joint schooling to
improve the ability of the services to work to-
gether. These efforts began with the establish-
ment of the Army-Navy Staff College on
June 1, 1943 and the National War College
on July 1, 1946.8 Among the missions of the
National War College was preparing “selected
personnel of the Armed Forces and the De-
partment of State for the exercise of joint
high-level policy, command and staff func-
tions, and for the performance of strategic
planning duties in their respective depart-
ments.” 9 The creation of other schools, such
as the Armed Forces Staff College on August
13, 1946 at Norfolk, Virginia,10 provided new
opportunities for education in joint matters.
And the establishment of the National De-
fense University on January 16, 1976 as an
umbrella headquarters over the joint schools
provided new means for maintaining “excel-
lence in military education.” 11

Despite significant changes in the joint
schooling system in recent decades, it has be-
come apparent that more than education is
required to guarantee that the services work
together effectively. Command authority and
doctrine, not merely education, cause mili-
tary forces to function together. Education is
simply the mechanism for ensuring the ideas
are understood and implemented. To this
end, the passage of the landmark Goldwater-
Nichols legislation in October 1986 en-
hanced the power of the Chairman at the ex-
pense of the corporate Joint Chiefs of Staff
and thereby altered many relationships in
the joint arena that had existed for more
than three decades. The legislation imposed
upon the Chairman responsibility for estab-
lishing policies for joint doctrine, training,
and education and gave him sufficient au-
thority over the services to ensure his policies
would be followed.12

One of the earliest changes emerging
from the new authority of the Chairman of
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the Joint Chiefs was the establishment of a
comprehensive process to discover and ad-
dress in a systematic way voids in joint 
doctrine and training. This analysis suggested

that something other than
JCS Pub 1, Dictionary of Mili-
tary and Associated Terms,13

and JCS Pub 2, Unified Action
Armed Forces,14 was required
to furnish the U.S. Armed
Forces adequate joint doc-
trine. As a consequence, the
Joint Staff and the services
began writing more than 75
new joint publications.
Among these was Joint Pub 1,

Joint Warfare of the U.S. Armed Forces, which
was intended to articulate an overall philoso-
phy for the other publications.

Joint Pub 1 provides a comprehensive
discussion of doctrine, defining the term as
follows:

Military doctrine presents fundamental princi-
ples that guide the employment of forces. Doctrine is
authoritative but not directive. It provides the distilled
insights and wisdom gained from our collective expe-
rience with warfare. However, doctrine cannot replace
clear thinking or alter a commander’s obligation to
determine the proper course of action under the cir-
cumstances prevailing at the time of decision.15

The absence of information about pro-
cesses and techniques has caused some crit-
ics to deride Joint Pub 1 as being little more
than pabulum. Nonetheless, if one reflects
on the experience of the Army and improve-
ments in the doctrinal arena since the publi-
cation of the landmark 1891 Infantry Drill
Regulations, the potential for change be-
comes obvious. That is, by guiding the em-
ployment of the U.S. Armed Forces, joint
doctrine will play a large role in Professional
Military Education and in the development
of new organizations and equipment, and it
may soon affect the entire American defense
establishment in a fundamental way. In
other words, the great value of Joint Pub 1 is
not in what it says but in what it signals
about developments in the future.

The current system to formulate doc-
trine within the joint community differs
substantially from that used by the Army,
particularly since the establishment of the
Training and Doctrine Command. In the
flurry of activity after 1986 that accompa-

nied the writing of about 75 new joint doc-
trinal documents, the Joint Staff “subcon-
tracted” the writing of documents among
the services, the Joint Staff, and the unified
and specified commands. Except for the es-
tablishment of a Joint Doctrine Branch
within the Operational Plans and Interoper-
ability Directorate (J–7) on the Joint Staff
and the creation of the Joint Doctrine Cen-
ter at Norfolk, the requirement to write joint
doctrine was superimposed over existing in-
stitutions that previously had placed little
emphasis on joint doctrine. Though the
quality of the joint doctrinal publications is
yet to be determined, the variety of authors,
the press of deadlines, and the complexities
of coordination suggest that revisions in the
production process may be necessary.

As steps are taken to improve the formu-
lation of joint doctrine, a more coherent and
complete system must be established.
Within this system, a major component
should be a “Center of Excellence” for joint
doctrine. Though such a Center may eventu-
ally evolve into something resembling the
Army’s Training and Doctrine Command,
the first step is the marshalling of responsi-
bility and the clarifying of procedures and
relationships. Instead of responsibility being
shared or fragmented, the Center should
have responsibility for evaluating and writ-
ing doctrine; researching and writing histori-
cal studies on doctrine; conducting simula-
tions to test doctrinal concepts; and
conducting exercises to ensure common un-
derstanding and application of doctrine. In
an ideal world the Center would be located
at Norfolk, where it could take advantage of
existing institutions in the Joint Doctrine
Center and the Armed Forces Staff College
and could establish day-to-day links with
service doctrinal offices of the Army at Fort
Monroe, the Air Force at Langley Air Force
Base, the Navy in Norfolk and Virginia
Beach, and the Marine Corps at Norfolk and
Quantico. Existing service activities in these
locations—such as the Army’s Training and
Doctrine Command at Fort Monroe—would
greatly facilitate and simplify the coordina-
tion that is essential in the development of
joint doctrine.
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As the process for formulating doctrine
evolves, some documents can continue to be
subcontracted to the services, but a signifi-
cant portion of the joint publications, par-
ticularly the capstone ones, must be written
within the Joint Staff or the Center of Excel-
lence. This will ensure their adherence to
common themes and will minimize the ef-
fects of a fragmented system. In the Army’s
experience, for example, FM 100–5 should
not be written by the branches at Fort Ben-
ning, Fort Knox, or Fort Sill; the Combined
Arms Center at Fort Leavenworth and the
Training and Doctrine Command at Fort
Monroe have demonstrated a better capacity
for rising above parochial concerns and writ-
ing doctrine that applies to broader seg-
ments of the Army.

The Joint Doctrine Center at the Norfolk
Naval Air Station may ultimately be the best
place for writing joint doctrine, but it clearly
does not have that capacity today. Created in
April 1987, the Joint Doctrine Center cur-
rently focuses on evaluating rather than writ-
ing joint doctrine. It analyzes documents

that are written by the services and joint
commands and ensures that they adhere to
common formats and are distributed prop-
erly. An important step in improving the for-
mulation of doctrine is enlarging the focus
and resources of the Joint Doctrine Center
and slowly expanding its mission to evaluat-
ing, revising, and writing new doctrine. Such
a change will make the Joint Doctrine Center
a vital component of the Center of Excel-
lence at Norfolk.

Simulations and exercises should also be
important components within the Center of
Excellence. The Wargaming and Simulation
Center, which was established in May 1982
under the National Defense University,16

could make significant contributions to the
development of doctrine if it were linked
more directly to a Center of Excellence at
Norfolk. The Army has long recognized the
importance of simulations to the doctrinal
process, with Arthur Wagner, Eben Swift, and
others playing key roles in their expanded use
at the end of the 19th century.17 With the
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completion of the Army War College’s
wargaming facility at Carlisle Barracks (the
Center for Strategic Leadership), the joint
community will have the opportunity to use
interactive war games among the Center of
Excellence at Norfolk, the Army War College,
the Naval War College, and the Air War Col-
lege to gain important insights and informa-
tion for those who write joint doctrine—as
well as for those who “test” strategic con-
cepts. Additionally, the linking of the Joint
Warfare Center in Florida to the Center of Ex-
cellence would facilitate the development of
useful doctrine. The Joint Warfare Center cur-
rently supports exercises conducted by the
combatant commands, and its assuming a

larger role in the exercising of doctrinal pro-
cedures should be nothing more than an ex-
pansion of its current activities. Just as exer-
cises within NATO enable extremely diverse
units to speak the same operational language
and meet common standards, exercises could
become an important instrument within the
joint community to ensure common under-
standing and application of doctrine.

As the development of joint doctrine ma-
tures, the role of Joint Professional Military
Education must be acknowledged and em-
phasized. In particular, its study must remain
embedded in all service colleges without de-
tracting from preparing officers for duties in
their own service. One of the important in-
sights furnished by the 1987 Dougherty

R E F O R M I N G  J O I N T  D O C T R I N E
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Board on Senior Military Education was that
the success of joint operations depends on of-
ficers in joint commands having solid exper-
tise in the methods and organizations of their
own service. The program that was estab-
lished to prepare individuals as Joint Spe-
cialty Officers (in accord with the Goldwater-
Nichols legislation and the Chairman’s
“Military Education Policy Document” 18) re-
quires officers to receive Phase I of their Pro-
fessional Military Education from an accred-
ited service school and Phase II from the
Armed Forces Staff College in Norfolk. At the
end of Phase I, individuals are expected to
know basic information about joint organiza-
tions, command relationships, etc., and then

in Phase II are expected to apply the under-
standing they acquired in Phase I. This logi-
cal and relatively efficient system enables the
services to educate their officers in their basic
service-specific skills and responsibilities be-
fore they enter Phases I and II of the Joint
Specialty Officer program. It also guarantees
that all intermediate service schools are
deeply involved in the study and teaching of
joint issues and that the application phase is
clearly under the control of the joint commu-
nity. There are many useful aspects of the
new Phase I and Phase II program, but two of
the most valuable outcomes are ensuring that
no intermediate service school can ignore the
requirement to teach Joint Professional Mili-
tary Education (JPME) and that no officers
are shortchanged in the development of ex-
pertise in their own service.

Despite the significant improvements
that have already been made, steps can be
taken to improve the quality of JPME. One
of the most important would be the estab-
lishment of a joint school similar to the U.S.
Army’s School for Advanced Military Studies
(SAMS).19 Such a school could be called the
“Joint Advanced Warfare School” (JAWS),
could become part of the Armed Forces Staff
College at Norfolk, and could furnish many
of the benefits to all the services that SAMS
provides for the Army. Most especially, fac-
ulty and students in the school could de-
velop special expertise in the theory and
practice of joint operations, and students
could be prepared and slated for positions as
war planners in joint commands. The estab-
lishment of JAWS would provide the joint
community greater expertise than the ser-
vices in the theory and practice of joint op-
erations. And its focus on warfighting and
its level of sophistication would make it a
dramatically different course than the one
offered at the Armed Forces Staff College be-
fore the Goldwater-Nichols legislation.

Officers who attend JAWS should be in-
dividuals studying to be Joint Specialty Offi-
cers. A portion of those officers who have
finished Phase I at an intermediate service
school and who are scheduled to attend
Phase II—perhaps 25 to 50 a year—could be
selected for the more rigorous course of
study at JAWS. Because of its small size and
purpose, JAWS would not replace Phase I
and Phase II instruction for the great major-
ity of Joint Specialty Officers. With a length

D o u g h t y
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of about six months, the course at JAWS
could include Phase II in a modified format,
intensive historical studies, analyses of the
operational level of war, and extensive prac-
tical exercises. The course could also include
an introduction to national policy and strat-
egy as they affect joint operations. As with
the Army’s SAMS, the faculty could be a
combination of individuals permanently as-
signed to the Armed Forces Staff College and
a handful of exceptionally outstanding offi-
cers from all services who would serve as fel-

lows at JAWS in lieu of at-
tending the National War
College. Assuming that JAWS
attains the success of the
Army’s SAMS, some of those
who attend or teach at JAWS
could develop joint warfight-
ing skills to their highest lev-
els and could become the pre-

mier war planners in joint commands.
Another improvement in the formula-

tion of joint doctrine could come from asso-
ciating the Joint Doctrine Center more
closely with the Armed Forces Staff College.
Such an arrangement would make the latest
thoughts on doctrinal issues available to of-
ficer students and facilitate the development
of joint doctrine through a more compre-
hensive and demanding system than cur-
rently exists. One of the key lessons of the
Army’s experience is that the writing of doc-
trine cannot be completely separated from
the teaching of doctrine; a symbiotic rela-
tionship must exist between the two.20

Tightening the links between the Joint Doc-
trine Center and the Armed Forces Staff Col-
lege—particularly if JAWS were also estab-
lished—would give Norfolk unrivaled
expertise in joint operations and make it the
focal point for understanding and teaching
joint doctrine.

Another component of the doctrinal pro-
cess that is often overlooked pertains to the
availability of historical literature on joint op-
erations. Ironically, one of the few areas ne-
glected by the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols legis-
lation was the history community. In
comparison to the wealth of material now
available about military operations by the ser-
vices, very little information is available on
the history of joint operations. Worse, little
effort is currently being expended to increase
the amount of available literature. The histor-

ical literature that has been written by histori-
ans on the Joint Staff pertains to the func-
tioning of the Joint Staff, not to joint opera-
tions or campaigns. Histories about the
conduct of campaigns and operations have
remained the province of the services. Thus,
little is available to provide the “distilled in-
sights and wisdom” that are extolled in Joint
Pub 1’s definition of doctrine.

If shortcomings in available literature
are to be overcome, significant steps must be
taken to create a more extensive community
of joint historians. The first step is the ex-
pansion of the Joint Staff Historical Office.
The present office has only five people and
should be increased significantly. This en-
larged joint history office could complete a
series of “purple” histories of joint and com-
bined operations, as well as special studies of
important joint historical issues. The next
step would be the modest expansion of the
history offices in the unified and specified
commands. Individuals in these offices
should collect and preserve documents, con-
duct interviews, and write command histo-
ries. Steps also could be taken to have histor-
ical detachments accompany joint task
forces on contingency missions such as Ur-
gent Fury, Sea Angel, or Provide Comfort.
These detachments could be tailored accord-
ing to the JTF’s mission, and, though com-
posed of representatives from all the ser-
vices, could parallel the organization of the
Army’s Military History Detachments. The
detachments should collect documents, con-
duct interviews, and write reports that
would contribute significantly to the com-
pletion of joint histories.

As part of the expansion of the joint his-
tory community, a center must be created
and given responsibility for conducting his-
torical research on joint campaigns and op-
erations. One possible name for such an in-
stitute could be the “Joint Campaign Studies
Institute.” As stated in Joint Pub 1, Joint War-
fare of the U.S. Armed Forces, “Campaigns of
the U.S. Armed Forces are joint; they serve as
the unifying focus for our conduct of
warfare.” 21 In a similar sense, historical stud-
ies of joint campaigns could provide much
useful information for the formulation of
joint doctrine. If a Joint Campaign Studies
Institute were established, it should be part

R E F O R M I N G  J O I N T  D O C T R I N E

one of the few areas
neglected by the 1986
Goldwater-Nichols
legislation was the 
history community

0701 Doughty  10/14/97 8:23 AM  Page 46



Summer 1993 / JFQ 47

of the Armed Forces Staff College and should
be modeled after the Army’s Combat Studies
Institute at Fort Leavenworth. Steps would
have to be taken, however, to ensure that it
remains focused on the publication of his-
torical literature and does not become com-
pletely absorbed by the demands of daily
classroom presentations.

In sum, the development of appropriate
joint doctrine in the future could become
more efficient and effective with the estab-
lishment of a system with a Center of Excel-
lence at Norfolk as its head. Without a co-
herent system with precise responsibilities
and relationships, the efforts of those who
develop joint doctrine will never be as suc-
cessful as they should be. As the emphasis
on joint doctrine increases and a more co-
herent system emerges, the Center of Excel-
lence at Norfolk should initially have links
to the Joint Doctrine Center, the Armed
Forces Staff College (including the Joint Ad-
vanced Warfighting School), the Joint War-
fighting Center, the Wargaming and Simula-
tion Center, and the Joint Campaign Studies
Institute. Over time, the Center of Excel-
lence should evolve from its status as moni-
tor and coordinator of joint doctrinal formu-
lation to having paramount responsibility.
Ultimately, the Center should become a
Joint Command, probably on the analogy of
the National Defense University.

Although much work remains to be
done to establish a proper system for formu-
lating excellent joint doctrine, the appear-
ance of Joint Pub 1, Joint Warfare of the U.S.
Armed Forces, clearly signals an acceleration
in its development. As with the publication
of the Army’s 1891 Infantry Drill Regulations,
the appearance of Joint Pub 1 does not guar-
antee the importance of joint doctrine will
increase dramatically in the near future.
Nonetheless, the first step has been taken,
and the direction, number, and pace of the
next steps must be determined. The path
may be long, but the goal is clear. Those
who formulate joint doctrine must work
with the best possible chance of success. JFQ
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